An interesting issue, mentioned by a reviewer, is that there is some arbitrariness in choosing the most recent event as the starting point for analysis. As shown in Fig 2 of the main manuscript, after X occurs (A → B), then it is compared to the occurrence of Y (B → A). Why not, for example, choose an X that happened earlier, such as two events earlier? In other words, if X1, then X2, occurred before Y , then why not choose X1 instead of X2? We agree that this is a valid point, and so we conducted an alternate analysis using X1 (an earlier event) instead of X2. In light of that reviewer's comment, we reran our analysis with this alternative pairing procedure. The results are presented below using plots in an identical format to the original manuscript, and the windowed time-matching results are summarised in S1 Table. As can be S1
This is compared against 95% lower and upper critical values obtained by bootstrapping from a null model in which grooming durations are independently and identically randomly-distributed for each individual. Lower values of P indicate superior time-matching when grooming durations are summed over the time windows of the specified duration. We used 10 5 bootstrap replications. All results for the within-bout comparison group are significant at p < 0.05, however we are unable to reject the null hypothesis for delayed grooming. seen, the alternative pairing procedure does not alter the main conclusion of our manuscript: time-matching does not occur after a delay.
The figures in §S1 all correspond to figures in the main manuscript. S1 Fig corresponds to When we separate the data according to the delay ∆ we see that most time-matching is accounted for by within-bout activity (a). When we restrict attention to delayed time-matching, the effect largely disappears (b). S9 § S2. Reciprocity over different delay periods.
The same reviewer also suggested that although reciprocity might not occur after a very long delay due to memory decay, if we restrict attention to shorter delays, then we might find evidence of time-matching. We examined this question in a previous version of the manuscript, but excluded the analysis from the main manuscript. However, in light of the reviewer's comment, we present those results here. We used a 20-minute moving time-window over ∆, and performed time-matching regressions on data within the data, showing the regression slope (S8 
